The Responsibility to Protect (R2P) was envisaged by its authors to encompass a wide range of human rights protections. In order to gain state support for the idea of the R2P, its focus was narrowed to the protection of populations from atrocity crimes. This article challenges the 'atrocity lens', arguing that the restricted focus is both practically and conceptually flawed.
core principles of R2P and significant resources have been mobilized at national, regional and international levels to elaborate on what these principles mean in practice for the most vulnerable civilians at risk of mass atrocity crimes. 1 The brutality of today's armed conflicts and the utter lack of respect for the fundamental rules of international humanitarian law threaten to unravel 150 years of achievements, and risks leading to an era of war without limits.
Flouting the most basic rules governing the conduct of war has become contagious, creating further opportunities to reinterpret and blur their application. The failure to demand and promote respect for our shared norms, to enforce the law, and to support or cooperate with national and international monitoring and accountability mechanisms all contribute to the erosion of the rule of law and bring about profound human suffering.
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You cannot believe this is happening, and the fear and the horror of the people in those circumstances is hardly possible in the 21st century... How could we still be doing this? There are rules. The Responsibility to Protect (R2P) doctrine has failed to protect vulnerable populations in many conflict situations in the eleven years since states committed to its principles at the 2005 World Summit. 4 This, in itself, is not particularly remarkable -after all, norms take time to cascade, and there are various markers which suggest a cascade of sorts is taking place.
However, atrocity crimes -the very acts which R2P is focused upon protecting populations from -have increased in frequency and scale recently. The United Nations Secretary General (UNSG) acknowledges in his latest report on R2P that 'in 2014 the number of deaths caused by armed conflict and atrocity crimes exceeded 100,000 -its highest level since 1994 -driven in large measure by the increased targeting of civilians'. 5 In 2016 we saw an unprecedented four humanitarian emergencies, in Syria, Iraq, Yemen and South Sudan. A great deal of work has been done to try to improve the purchase of R2P upon atrocity crimes.
This article takes a different path, arguing that, as the benefits that were expected to accrue from the narrowing down of a relatively expansive initial conception of the R2P have failed to materialise, the focus on atrocity crimes should be rethought. I argue that R2P advocates should expand their gaze to the full field of human rights protection to maximise the potential impact of the doctrine. The first section below discusses the current state of the doctrine and outlines its position in the global normative architecture. The following section examines the benefits and costs of the atrocity crimes focus. The article then examines what it would mean October 2016, available at: http://www.reuters.com/article/us-mideast-crisis-syria-zeididUSKCN12C1AZ, accessed 10 December 2016. 4 I would like to thank Alistair Brunning for his generous assistance in gathering information about UN policies and practices for this article. to expand the scope of R2P to be more clearly a part of the global human rights project, and what the benefits of doing so might be. It concludes by acknowledging the ethical and political complexity of deciding how best to 'position' R2P within the global normative sphere, but suggests that the reinvigoration of R2P's initial human rights focus could have significant advantages over the current atrocity focus.
R2P in Contemporary Global Politics
Pace the claims of advocacy organisations such as the Global Centre for the Responsibility to Protect, R2P is in crisis. 6 It would be erroneous to make one situation the standard against which R2P is judged, but even a cursory analysis of the role of the international community in the conflict in Syria suggests the doctrine should be dismissed as, at best, rhetoric. Half a million people have died in Syria over 5 years and millions have been displaced. 7 As the first draft of this article was being completed, an urban population in Eastern Aleppo was suffering under the most ruthless bombardment, including hospitals and schools being targeted and double tap strikes being used to kill first responders. The great powers -those with the lastresort responsibility to protect via United Nations Security Council (UNSC) action -either acted to support the slaughter, or claimed powerlessness to stop it, while doing what they could to avoid offering refuge to anyone who managed to escape. where the state concerned is either unwilling or unable to cope, or call for assistance, and significant loss of life is occurring or threatened. Finally, the atrocity-crimes focus tends to assume that atrocities take place in the context of conflict, therefore directing attention away from i) the non-conflict situations in which atrocity crimes take place, and ii) the many contexts in which large scale human suffering exists which is not brought about by the commission of atrocities, but is nonetheless susceptible to reduction via concerted political action, for instance the harms resulting from 27 Vesselin Popovski, 'Siblings, but not Twins: PoC and R2P', United Nations University, 1
November 2011, http://unu.edu/ publications/articles/siblings-but-nottwins-poc-and-r2p.html, accessed 
R2P and Human Rights
The remainder of the article works through what it might mean to take R2P back to its ICISS roots and align it much more closely with the full range of human rights norms, laws and institutions rather than just the subset of breaches of human rights which atrocity crimes adequate protection under pillar three (due to a lack of political will to intervene when states fail in their pillar one responsibilities), then focus should turn to pillars one and two much more explicitly. 33 It is worth emphasising here that the argument here is not an attempt to make pillar three interventions more likely when conditions are met to justify them -an expansion of R2P's focus would not solve the problem of a lack of political will on behalf of states to follow through on their pillar three obligations. Rather the expanded focus is argued to circumvent the lack of political will (at least to some extent) by reducing the incidence of atrocity crimes.
Secondly, the argument is premised upon a link between atrocity crimes and human rights violations, with the former understood as subset of the latter. As the current UN High Thirdly, it is assumed that the documentation of evidence of serious harms by credible bodies is valuable even if it is not likely to lead to pillar three action, as it establishes a public record and may be used in later judicial proceedings. As noted above, focus on human rights within R2P is unlikely to make intervention more likely when atrocity crimes are being committed.
However, it could i) reduce the likelihood of atrocity crimes (and other large-scale human rights violations) being committed in the first place, and ii) increase the chance of some relatively meaningful response to serious harms which do occur, through investigation and the documentation of evidence.
It might at first seem strange to suggest that the focus of R2P should be broadened out to make it more explicitly a human rights doctrine. After all, R2P advocates talk about human rights frequently, some even seeing R2P as 'the correct interpretation of the very meaning of the responsibility to protect human rights of specifically international actors in the world There are three mechanisms within the OHCHR and the HRC which R2P advocates could make more use of. The first are the 'special procedures', which are the thematic or countryspecific special rapporteurs, special representatives, independent experts and working groups established to monitor and publicly report on thematic issues or human rights situations in specific countries . 44 There are a wide range of thematic issues, on many aspects of human rights work (for instance special rapporteurs on extrajudicial, summary or arbitrary executions; the human rights of internally displaced persons; extreme poverty; contemporary slavery; and violence against women). Integrating an R2P perspective into the work of these rapporteurs -including pressing for mandates to be extended to include interrogation of the links between human rights violations in the areas covered by the mandates and serious harms to populations more broadly (including atrocity crimes) -would help to join up the UN's information sources. As the UNHCHR notes (above) these mandate holders are also in good positions to contribute to 'early warning' and pillar one prevention efforts, as they have privileged access to information from within states and can undertake fact-finding missions, issue reports (either privately or publically to name and shame), send communications to states to bring possible human rights violations to their attention and identify trends in human rights threats. They can also assist in a broader prevention agenda by developing international human rights standards rather than simply responding to breaches of existing IHRL. Special
Procedures report annually to the Human Rights Council and most also report to the General Assembly, giving states significant opportunities to assess trends in human rights breaches and observance, and to respond accordingly.
The second mechanism is the Universal Periodic Review (UPR), run through the HRC. The HRC is mandated to 'undertake a universal periodic review, based on objective and reliable information, of the fulfilment by each State of its human rights obligations and commitments in a manner which ensures universality of coverage and equal treatment with respect to all
States' 45 This process offers significant scope for R2P actors to pressure states to evaluate their pillar one actions (in terms of atrocity prevention as well as the protection of human rights more broadly) during the UPR process, and for NGOs, states and international organisations to consider how they can exercise their pillar two responsibilities with respect to states under UPR, in particular via capacity building to enhance rights protections and assistance with the creation of mechanisms for societal and government/society dialogue to pre-empt conflict. 46 Ideally, UPR would also be used to document and challenge the poverty and unequal resource distribution (to the extent that these are indicators of a failure to uphold economic rights) that are often root causes of conflict. The Reviews only take place every four years, but even so they are a valuable opportunity for R2P advocates to contribute to review processes, as the reviews are reported to, and discussed within, the HRC. 47 If it is acknowledged that human rights breaches usually precede atrocity crimes, UPR is valuable as it offers a more holistic view of the full human rights records of states than an atrocity lens.
This could contribute to atrocity prevention both via increased pressure to conform to human rights standards from R2P advocates, and to an earlier 'early warning' than current atrocityfocused systems can provide.
The final OHCHR/ HRC mechanisms R2P advocates could use to promote a broader protection agenda are commissions of inquiry and fact-finding missions (CoIs). These temporary, independent, non-judicial mechanisms can be set up by the UNSC, the General Assembly, the Human Rights Council, the Secretary-General and the UNHCHR, as well as by regional organisations. 48 They are designed to address human rights violations by gathering and verifying information, creating a historical record -including specifying the root causes of rights violations -and providing a basis for further investigations, where relevant, in connection to specific alleged violations of international law -usually IHL, ICL or IHRL. work.' However, despite obvious overlaps in concern, the relationship between HRuF and R2P remains underdeveloped. And HRuF is not a panacea -it is an initiative which focuses on the UN Secretariat, so has little formal purchase once a situation has been escalated to the UNSC or the UN General Assembly. It is also a UN initiative rather than the subject of an inter-governmental consensus, which means its success relies on the moral authority which UN actors can claim for their stance. Nevertheless, there is significant potential to augment and extend R2P through engagement with HRuF. HRuF is concerned with both human rights and the protection of civilians, and with both atrocity crimes and man-made humanitarian emergencies. 57 The initiative joins up human rights protection and atrocity prevention as envisaged in the ICISS report, understanding respect for a broad spectrum of human rights 
The Benefits and Limits of a Human Rights Focus
The potential for human rights instruments to be used to achieve the goals of R2P has been acknowledged by the former Special Advisor on R2P, and there are a number of benefits of extending the scope of R2P to encompass human rights more broadly.
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Conceptually, reassessing the focus of protection in the R2P has a number of advantages over the atrocity-crime focus. Firstly, broadening R2P's scope conceptualises the people it aims to benefit in more powerful ways -less as victims in need of protection and more as political agents who should be able to claim a wide range of rights from their states, and to have avenues by which to hold their states to account. It shifts the aim of R2P towards empowerment as a form of protection. A human rights focus could still, however, be susceptible to crusading from states in the Global North, and care would need to be taken to challenge narratives which see populations from the Global South as either helpless victims who need saving, or the perpetrators of their own domestic atrocities. Like R2P, a human rights discourse can be used by powerful states to disguise their own complicity in human rights abuses (through arms sales, the propping up of abusive regimes, dominance of an unequal global economic system and so on). There are various important limits or drawbacks of broadening the focus of protection in R2P.
The obvious argument against a rights lens is that if a narrow R2P has struggled to take root, a broader focus can only offer less protection by diluting the power of the norm. As Evans has argued, if R2P 'is to be about protecting everybody from everything, it will end up protecting nobody from anything'. 68 This assumes, however, that R2P is currently doing more good than harm -a claim which would be hard to substantiate. There has been little political will evident from states to act on R2P (versus talking about R2P), so although states may well resist a more expansive vision of R2P, particularly those opposed to intervention in just about any circumstances, it is not clear how this would result in more harm than we currently tolerate. A more percipient criticism is that adopting a rights lens might be equivalent to fiddling while Rome burns. An expansion of focus as described above does little to challenge the structures and institutions of international society that have failed so protect so many times since a responsibility to protect was acknowledged. A more radical position may be required to see radical change -for instance, the decentralisation of human rights work away from international institutions and towards the populations claiming those rights, possibly via a rejuvenation of the human security agenda's focus on empowering civil society. However, such a radical position is nigh on impossible within the current framework. While human rights norms might appear to be deeply embedded in the law, institutions and practices of states and international society, the distribution of resources tells a rather different story.
Human rights work is chronically under-funded within the UN at present, with just over 3% of the UN's regular budget allocated to human rights. 
Conclusion
The core argument made in the article is that R2P has not succeeded in offering protection to populations, despite its focus being narrowed to atrocity crimes in order to gain state support.
The atrocity crime focus was shown to be conceptually as well as practically flawed, as it fails to appreciate both the harms which take place outside the 'atrocity' framing, and the nature of the actors perpetrating and experiencing harm. One response to this would be to give up -to abandon R2P to the scrapheap of grand visions which have failed to change the basic nature of international politics. This article, however, explored an alternative -stretching the focus of R2P back to the broader vision found within the ICISS report. There is some evidence to suggest that adopting a human rights lens and seeking to utilise human rights mechanisms when undertaking R2P work could lead to more people being protected, and indeed empowered, through the R2P doctrine. But this relies on states and international organisations taking pillars one and two more seriously (and R2P advocates pressing them to do so). Pillar three would become even weaker as the link between pillars one and three would be partially save the R2P. But we have not yet reached the point of giving up, and an effort to reinvigorate R2P, via a change to the focus of protection, offers some significant potential benefits. Plus, politically, seeking to enhance the powers of citizens everywhere to make rights claims from their states is considerably more progressive than campaigning only for protections from atrocity.
